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Comprehensive Evaluation and Screening of Drought Resistance
of Tomato Germplasm Resources during
Germination Period
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Abstract: Tomato, being one of the important vegetable crops, holds great significance in evaluating the
drought resistance of tomato germplasm resources and selecting drought-resistant varieties for tomato breeding.
In this study, we subjected 92 tomato germplasm resources to drought stress treatment using a 12.5% PEG-6000
solution. Six drought-related indexes, including germination potential, germination rate, germination index,
vigor index, root length and shoot length, were measured, and the drought resistance of tomato at germination
stage was evaluated and screened by correlation analysis, principal component analysis, membership function
method and cluster analysis. The results showed a significant reduction in all six indicators under drought stress,
with the vigor index and germination potential being the most affected. Through principal component analysis,
we transformed the six indicators into two new indicators, which contributed to a cumulative contribution rate of

86.657%. Based on correlation and principal component analysis, we identified germination potential,

RS EHA: 2023-11-16 4% HiAR B #3: 2024-05-08

URL: https://doi.org/10.13430/j.cnki.jpgr.20231116001

SE—AEF L TT T Ry T R IR A B, E-mail : 1620103974@qq.com

BEER R BB 10 i RSEE SR S0 DR 1 A 3 R il % 35 R , E-mail : songyu150@163.com
VERERE  WFIE 18] Mk EVEY IR EE 4 92 , E-mail : catherinejiang@126.com

EETE Wi di 4 5 /R AR X KR % 01 (2022A02005-2) 5 57 858 25 32 7 B AR 1 & (XTARS-07) 5 DU 1T 48 A AR B 4% k4 T H (2022
NSFSC1759)

Foundation projects: Xinjiang Uygur Autonomous Region Major Science and Technology Project (2022A02005-2) ; Xinjiang Vegetable Industry

Technology System (XJARS-07) ; Sichuan Provincial Natural Science Foundation Project(2022NSFSC1759)



7 Ty B F iR TSI AT LR A PO S O e 1057

germination rate, germination index, and vigor index as the main indicators for evaluating drought resistance

during the germination period. By using the subordination function method combined with cluster analysis, we

classified the tomato germplasm resources into four types, including 19 drought-resistant types, 41 relatively

drought-resistant types, 18 relatively sensitive types, and 14 sensitive types. By adjusting the concentration of

PEG-6000 solution, further screening of the drought-resistant varieties Mizhihong Tomato and Jinnongaiyang,

as well as the sensitive varieties Beijingzaohong and Dahongpao can be conducted. These findings provide a

theoretical basis for the study of drought resistance in tomato germplasm resources.

Key words: tomato; germination period; drought resistance ; comprehensive evaluation ; screen

75 i (Solanum lycopersicum L.) J& 4 BR i R 2K
PR AR R R R Y R AR
AR H T TR A2 )RR I 2
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— R KR BRI . FEE SRR AR, T %
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PEG-6000 1 J—F 1z fifi FIH B3R, fEh
TR A T 5 PR o R T OCEEAE T, AnTEAK AR
KGE JNGE KR Feant R SRR &
WP R S Kk s e AR R TN
FEELAEOONT 342 OISR BT TR W A AT R A T
MY, 0% ) 209% PEG-6000 “y f5eid i ik B, i o
REAFREEON PR FR b . RS EEE S &
LAY AT SRR R AT LA OC 2 A X 180 13 /)M
A AP R AP R TR S TR, O BE
1Pk i b A k-4 R 16% PEG-
6000 F RN 568 17 K & LIRS T I S Rh 1 A J if
U 38 SR R R BT Ik e 4 0 K
Tiif ST . A T i AR T, 2 R AR
6 A [F] 1) PEG-6000 ¥ B [Pk T X 3 473 i T35 7 1)
PURE VT 5 i SR A R BB ZE S IR BT
T, S8 Y KT-16 BBV 5 92 6756 8
A 0 R R AT 5 a8 Ak B IA R -0.2 MPa~
-0.3 MPa 7k #, Bl 120~150 g/kg i PEG-6000 17 7]
FH 750 0 & T SR S 3 RS SR A S A

AT (9 PEG-6000 ¥ B X6 3 47y 7 i b Ff 4 7 0 54
TEMY, 4 BURS B XU BT S e . 7E A
FEH, X F R AR PR AN — R fE
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Table 1 Information and sources of 92 tomato germplasm resources

s LR Bl AT il A
Number Variety name Origin Growth type Leaf type Fruit type
1 B 115 e st ToRRAE K S A7 KR
2 BDCTOK 2 5E ARAR 2R FARH
3 2T P8R S AR TEBRAE K CEIL R IR
4 525 SNEEIA TRRAE R Eep il N
5 BRRE 145 st ToRRAE K S FEMR IR
6 Kg—5 PP B R T TRAEK S FEn rhR
7 et LT R JofRA: K S gEnt 1 PN S
8 % HP T R T JEBRAE K SRR FrAR A
9 U PN ) w1 A<Dy TRRAER i PN
10 Wy B AR Hh S JoRRA: K R PN ]
11 R R P T SR 5 AR JofRA: K R AT
12 B2 F [T 8 AR ARAEK CEIL R TERA!
13 Fls Bt T E B G AR5 TRRAER MR FRTY
14 Al H ] g ToRRAE K S f- 7 P i
15 T Hp TR JofRA: K S AN AR
16 HEE FP T B A T ARRA K Eepillgir HRIRAY
17 FE T T e T JoRRA K Eepilpitl FRTY
18 ENBS SHENIEP N ToRRAE K S FEmR AR
19 FI# SRESRETE e TebRAR S FEn p e i
20 FEMEAELL R PR s ARRA K S gEn 1 AT
21 AL [ AT LA ARRAK i 7 FRTY
22 il FEILAM G TRAER S FEMR TR
23 FRLL Pl R AIRAK S FEn p e i
24 TRk e st JofRA: K R PN S
25 o LT R A R PR JEBRAE K ey 7 TERA!
26 By vl o [ B PG R B ToRRAE K S FEmR FARA
27 AR P R T AHRAK e AR
28 4T 180 HrE AT JeRRAEK S FEn FERA
29 E3I rhE R TeBRA K CE e TERA!
30 L4 SR MDiN P AIRAK e ] TR
31 IR o [T R O TRRAER R L] Hh R
32 LI e i TEBRAE I R g AR
33 Rorkaiyefeb pufamhi L HIRAEK 7 Fp R
34 4T T E BT A AR K R FRTY
35 N3 o A X ToRRAE K S FEmR KR
36 SR L JeRRAEK S A P& i
37 15T 462 Fh LRI ToRAE K CE e TERA
38 A15 [ VLY R S ARRA K Rl i FRTY
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F1(8)
Fe i a4 R el AR w7 s
Number Variety name Origin Growth type Leaf type Fruit type
39 JETE 335 LT R A RRA K iR 4L
40 L L X TEBRAE K Rl i
41 e PR A RRA K R ] FARA
42 — e SRR TerA K S FEn rh R
43 LiEAN rh R HRRAEK S FEn 1 KA
44 ANTTR(L1) Hh LR A TEBRAE K R FARH
45 R h B S AR TEBRA K CE D P i
46 B EUEEDS TEBRA R gt P i
47 i3S VLY & TerRA K =k L] R
48 LRI Hh R R TERRA: K S gEm KT
49 KETH rRE A 22 TohA: K CE pe S
50 fERREL VIR & HRRAK E AL P i
51 RN rh ] R TobRA K 2 gt KA
52 AT r TR 5 AR ST A RRA K R KALTY
53 B LT R HRRAK L3 A FIRA
54 AR FPEVLTG G & HIRAEK 2 g HAR A
55 A L Hh ] Rt ARRA K 2 gt R
56 k25 e e £ ARRAK R FALHY
57 % B33 CHEEPREN TEBRAE K S gt A
58 AL A BT AR HIRAEK R R HR A
59 Jemtiiar o LB e ARRAK 24t rh R
60 H LT JohRA K R gEn 1 AR
61 HELHEIA ThE-ET TEBRAE K S gEm R
62 fif 22 5% Hh e A T HRRAK AU HR A
63 Jbm10% o L (A ARRAK 2 gt AR
64 pINISETi o [T AR ST TorRA K 2 gemt R
65 Jemt ok ThEEsT ARRAK S gEn 1 KT
66 6613 Tt AR ToBRA: K Eeptl il R A
67 KIFILL A FPENLTE KR TEBRA R gt R
68 TRINFISE. o R e ARRAK 2 gt KA
69 Nex3032 SRR S ARRA K iR FALH
70 Jn LA ] 7 5 K ) HRRAK R Hh
71 HHRLT CHER T EYS TS TebRA gt HR A
72 BMAE 152550 v JokRA: K S P it
73 TMK 22 5255050 FRAER Rl i TR
74 Tyymmakam A Nnenmbeb HE s BRRAK iRl KARA
75 ANIR (%55 HEdE s TERRAEK 2 g P i
76 PR o L i AL ToRRA 24t P i
77 AT w5 AT TEBRAE K =k L AR
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F1(48)

Fre BRI AR P 3 AR i R
Number Variety name Origin Growth type Leaf type Fruit type
78 SR A o e R 5 JEBRA: R gl AL
79 THeT o [ 2 AR 57 JERR A 52 GE I PN
80 54-4 41 o i R 5 ABRA: S BEN R PN
81 1076 F i op R A T AMRAER S FEm FRT
82 Fh A B il e PMIESS 52 ytintA FRHY
83 FL Al LHEPRE: ToRRA= R A
84 BRI Hh VTP ARRA: K RO LRE S
85 H2s ob R A T fREK e ] FRAY
86 FQ118 i S MESPSTE HE Ry p i AHRAK Rl i SRE ]
87 FQLI9ZL Tl o [ S T 5 7k TERRA AL CRE S|
88 Fhi 15 o [ L AR JERRA: K RO LRE S|
89 FhL 75 T ToBRA zepl] INRTY
90 Fhl35 gL TR CE ] INRAY
91 TRIMAN 45 Hh [ A JERRA: 52 Gty PN
92 money maker R S GRS ToRRAEK o R A

1.2 R HE

HT R 1 8 1~ PEG-6000 #¢ JF (2.5%.5.0%
7.5%.10.0% . 12.5% . 15.0% . 17.5% . 20.0% ) #& i, T
B a b B, oA 12.5% . 15.0% . 17.5% PEG-6000
R F R 2, 20.09% e B e E AR, G n A
T % o 12.5% PEG-6000 ¥ & N Fr A Hit 52 AH G 18
P50 REAH L34 5 0 25 25 S BB A I S IX 43l
KIAARFR A Fp PR 225 . UL, A0 78 k£
12.5% PEG-6000 ¥ FE BT T S ke .

1 12.5% PEG-6000 ¥ & T i & H 1 o 5 U
HlidhAl, 5% FH 15.0% PEG-6000 ¥ B ik — 25 i 1 i 47t
P %) 2 At i B, PR FH 17.5% PEG-6000 e B X6}
H AT s 75 12.5% PEG-6000 ¥ & T 75 156 H iy
JEHIZR A, SR 10.0% PEG-6000 ¢ i iE— 41
TE H R SR Y 3 L AP, F5R H 7.5% PEG-6000
W X FLEA T

KT 2022 4 4-9 H 788 sm A Bh 24 Be AR 1
YA T IR SR T LB AT . SRR/ N—2L,
SO 0L T %) 3 A0 A, T 28 KT Bk 2 8, T
55 CHR AR 15 min, FIRZEBEKEF 6 h5, 15
ST & A 2 2B AR — R C I RE SR LA,
A 6 mL PEG-6000 7 ¥ , LA 2% 18 7K Ab B4 Sy X H]
(CK). 3WER , BAEE 30K, 5
JUCEAE 2541 CHYFhF & ZFFT N B R, B2 d )
FEFR ML AN 2 mL PEG-6000 %59 , % BE U] i A 45

I

J

T ZETROK, 55 4 RIF IR et o RSO0, AR 1 5%
R ZEVE i R TT IR AR AR 268 8 RS Rk 2R ik
5o AT AR OCHR PRI 3N ER
BOrH

FF (%) =% 4 R A F 6970 F 4/30x100%

EF R (%)=% 8 KA 64#P-T 4/30x100%

I Fd= (GUDt) , X, Gt & = & ¥ T4
)& Bt RO B F A, Dt & T A8 AL 0 B R AL

7 8 H=SxGI, X ¥ ,S A TR K E , GI
P& & E e

HRAS FZERN 2 < >R AR R 4341 (WinRHIZO)
LA-SHER T RGEIE S AR 2R
1.3 #HiESH

FEAFE PR IE LGB JL Rl I, TR A8 PR P
FEX, A

LR BB X, =5 A5 b5 T 540 B /% B
W, i i ROR RIS R R R RS s
R KSR

B 2 SR FH SR T eR IO T i R 2R A
W A EOH A AT

F R B n(X) = (XX (K Xonin)

i=1,2,-,n

Kb X FRE I PR RBUE, X, BB i1
TEARHL P R B R/ IMA, X, BN 50 T RIR LR 2
BB KA, n RN SR
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MEW,=P/>P, i=1,2,~.n
i=1

P, WRR S MR PR E T A f5 AR R,
PO I MR ARG TTERR , n A AR EE

LZAFMED = D [(X)x W] i=1,2,-.n
i=1

P, D NPT S MG 0 N5 AR
AL

F) FH Excel 2019 Gt 1T, 4 B 5 bk B4 51 i 45 A0
K- 2, 32 F SPSS 26.0 #4441 505 43 #r L A H
Origin 2022 F A TR A M I 45 14

2 FHERESH

2.1 FEREEmEXIEFT LR

K 12.5% PEG-6000 7 3 %F 92 14y 7 7 it
HEAT T 5 a8 A B X 2 i & A e bn b AT 2=
SEOHT, AN 2 iR, B R 6 A8 AR S E A
ANTRIFR BE T [ R IR0 7 8 R & 2R3, 43 )
BT PR ZH R [ 71.38% F167.34% , 22 W1 S 30 411

®2 HRBGBRUEERERST

il T 7 AR B 2 AR, A FE B R 5 TR
A 75 . PEG-6000 4b BR 4 45 22 48 Bk 1 28 53 &
O R T X B, e & 2R 3 AR A B e K, L
X BEZH 30 34.43% o Xt 4505 48 AR R T £ K 56 22
SR E VRS, A B ) BE 2 () 2 3 B
Z5(P<0.01), KW 6 N8I 52 T 5 Wi 52 i
IERGR YIS N D N i
2.2 HEAHEERNEREMNEXES T

X A & 6 AN PR TR R ECRZE SN
DE AT AR SRS, W 1 TR, R ZE S K 2
R ORIEREC G IR BRI G o 5k
ZEHRBOM S MR K PO R BN 0.960; K 2R 5k
ZEFRBC I IR RO S P R IE AR O , A O BB
2470.906.,0.701, A& ZF48 505 1% J1 468 B 0 2 1EAH
K HHICRECH 0.812, 16 JIHEEUGIRK ZEK I 2
i3 E A5G 56 RN 0.434,0.494 AR K 52K
SR I ARG AHOC R B 0.563, LA TN DA
55 6 M EAR A AR I IE ARG

Table 2 Analysis of differences in drought resistance indicators during germination period

b3 Febr K %) KR (%) K EFFEEL 6 R E MK (em) 2K (em)
Treatments Index GP GR GI VI RL BL
X} e I KAH 98.38 98.88 11.50 80.24 8.67 7.27
Control
e/ M 50.11 62.66 2.66 6.05 2.67 2.72
S 67.61 81.01 7.15 44.10 5.97 5.77
bR 12.18 9.20 2.40 16.38 1.08 0.94
A FE(%) 18.74 11.49 33.62 37.14 18.11 16.35
PEG-6000 Zb 3] I KAH 77.33 86.66 8.75 80.26 7.56 5.07
PEG-6000 stress
e/ M 2.20 6.80 0.50 0.13 0.38 0.50
SEHME 32.05 52.51 437 22.96 5.10 3.28
bR 17.37 20.07 1.97 12.93 0.99 0.87
AR FE(%) 53.17 39.46 4524 56.34 19.51 26.53
Bxt ARk FHIME (%) -67.34 -46.93 -62.00 -71.38 -41.17 -54.88
Comparison with -
=y Hr (o
the control A5 R E(%) 34.43 27.97 11.62 19.20 1.40 10.18
R 25.42 16.45 18.59 17.70 7.61 35.58
pﬁ Q% 0** 0** 0** Q% 0**

PAEL: AEFRZE 00 R e ISR P AR s+ Rm i B35 22 5% (P<0.01) 5 T [l

P-value: The P-value of the treatment and control #test; ** showed extremely significant difference (P<0.01) ; GP: Germination potential; GR:

Germination percentage ; GI: Germination index; VI: Vitality index ; RL: Root length; BL : Bud length; The same as below
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1.0
KA GP 0.768 0.960 0.813 0.077 0.172 0.818 08
K HE GR ‘ 0.906 0.701 0.023 0.265 0.841 0.6
- 0.4
KRB GI ‘ ‘ 0.812 0.051 0.209 0.873
0.2
e VI ‘ ’ ’ 0.434 0.494 0.851 -0
- 0.2
f4< RL ok 0.563 0.290
04
#HK BL * * o ' 0.456 06
038
DfH D value ok %
-1.0
J O F L N
S S R R\ N
* RN 2253 (P<0.05)

* showed significant difference(P<0.05)
E1 FWFMREFEHLBREERTIERES DENEXES R

Fig.1 Correlation analysis between drought resistance coefficient and D value of drought resistance index at

germination stage of tomato germplasm resources

HE B EIERME R ERS S
XA & W 6 N TEAR AP R R EGHE T
A3HT (R 3)  SHREGE 24 F RSy . 24 FE RS B
Tk Ik 86.657%, F WX 2 4 E AR T H
Wi % 01 S 6 B B ) S A L, AT 2
ANAH B ST BT E A ke SN 7 A B T R
Horb A 1 BERAE(E R 3.672, TTHRFE N 61.192%,
PLK ZEFEE0 6 T80 R ZF SRR 283 0 32 FHAE
B4 5114 0.950 ,0.930.0.915 ,0.877 ; FHLAY 2 HYHIE
80 1.528, TTHRH K 25.464% , MR K FZEK N &,
FRAEAE 5391 4 0.852.,0.738 ., 454 AH M3 , e
REER R R R I 18 B T i &
PP 0 E R
2.4 FEMBRPONEESEETEN

S54SR B pR B — A T P R M A T 4
AP (K 4) LA TR DAEAYTE FITE 0.241~0.856.
HRHE 92 1y Fe b TR IR AN 25 RN DA, R R GE
Oy AT RIS AT (IR 2) , 92 443 7 4t o ot e I T
A LB E S ey U S e o o g R a0 i EAN
FA 1076 T SR FA T EFAMFP AL 190y, DE
£ 0.688~0.856; FE I A Hi A, At 5t 105

2.3

FELLFR AR by £L I P55 il Fh s 3 41 7, DAETE
0.499~0.673 ; 5 T2 Ay A AU AY | A 15 G BL R A
F A 25 R ERM SRR A AT B A 18 0, D {ETE
0.387~0.486; 21V MUY, R ES bel  FH22 b
JrEE AN FANE E2 BN N EA R T STy e S
5y ,DIETE 0.241~0.371,

R3 ERSFIERERTEE

Table 3 Principal component eigenvectors and contribution

rates

Eizta FHSr1 F A2
Index PC1 PC2
REFRREL GL 0.950 -0.293
SR VI 0.930 0.176
KR GP 0.915 -0.273
RZEH GR 0.877 -0.258
K RL 0.299 0.852
2K BL 0.455 0.738
FF1EAH Eigenvalue 3.672 1.528
TiRik% (%) Contribution rate 61.192 25.464
FTTIRA (%) 61.192 86.657

Cumulative contribution rate
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Table 4 D value and drought resistance classification of 92 tomato resources
4, i DD{E a% | HE s DD{E nx | ks i DD{E 43
Ranking Variety value Classification || Ranking Variety value Classification|| Ranking Variety value Classification
1 Nex3032  0.856 I 32 k25 0.610 1l 64 PRELRFEAIF - 0.470 I
2 EHLIE A 0.805 I 33 EET180  0.604 I 65 FQUI9£I & 0.465 11
3 B 1S 0.797 I 34 3% 0593 1l 66 2115k 0.458 I
4 FEAFE 0794 I 35 AR 0590 il 67 Jete 0.455 I
5 Frybsis)  0.785 I 36 FH 0.585 Il 68 {aELT 0.441 il
6 EHER 0780 I 37 fii25%  0.584 11 69 LAl 0.434 111
7 Rkr2% 0772 I 38 SN 0.581 1l 70 —Her 0.429 111
8 aFAMm 0763 I 39 FQII8 &l 0.573 Il 71 /N3 5 0.425 11
9 mEMF  0.762 I 40 M 0.571 Il 72 E2 3]} 0.410 11
10 FIEMT  0.751 I 41 FEFEMF 0569 1 73 EKLL 0.401 il
11 BARIEM  0.745 I 42 TrEg Rk 0.565 11 74 #tkz2s 0397 11
12 BMAE 0.738 I 43 Jti0s 0561 11 75 KHERK 039 11
13 Tyymmakam A 0.729 I 44 HHF11S 0.559 Il 76 IR 0.390 11
Nnenmbeb 45 FhHilS 0557 11 77 e 0.389 11
14 1076 FHH  0.723 I 46 PAEM  0.552 1l 78 FEE33S 0387 111
15 % 0.711 I 47 Al 0.546 il 79 IERES 0.371 v
16 AT 0.700 I 48 TERRH 0.542 11 80 LT 0.366 v
17 RAFE 0.698 I 49 NETR(LT)  0.539 11 81 155 462 0.360 1%
18 IS 0.692 I 50 R 0.537 il 82 Jent A 0.356 v
19 b Eal 0.688 I 51 FL7S 0530 11 83 FHE£ 0.349 v
20 Ho 0.673 I 52 A4 0.529 11 84 Rorkaiyefeb  0.346 v
21 e 0.661 il 53 BEIEL 0.524 il pufamhi
22 WEEEA 0.660 il 54 WELETA 0.522 11 85 RN 0.339 v
23 TMK 22 0.658 II 55 B 0.517 I 86 fEHTEHT 0331 v
24 — R 0.657 il 56 At 0.513 11 87 JeatHe 0315 v
25 HHERF  0.644 il 57 K#E—5 0511 1l 88 BCRAE 0311 v
26 JERYEAELL 0.634 il 58 money maker 0.508 il 89 KFEELLFAM 0297 v
27 L 0.631 1 59 W25 0.502 Il 90 6613 % 0.274 v
28 54-4fliF  0.625 1l 60 Fid3S 0499 11 91 ML AET 0266 v
29 e 0.620 11 61 25 0486 11 92 KETH 0.241 v
30 FImFNE 45 0.619 1l 62 BDCTOK  0.481 111
31 AR 0.612 1 63 mLUIRREAR 0478 11




NN

1064 puss

%

Y
s

b/ 25 4%

BEEH

s

512K Class [
1125 Class Il
124 Classll
IV ClassIV

BH B

E2 92HEMMRERRESN

Fig.2 Cluster analysis of 92 tomato germplasm resources

2.5 EFRELZE IR R IHIE
251 HEBBEBFFEE  12.5% PEG-6000 ¥ K
e 19 P I At AP BB IR, R T i i Rk
BRI AR, R 15.0% PEG-6000 ¥ 5 477
1, iz FSR IR R BOL T LR AT T, gk s
JE7R , 7E 15.0% PEG-6000 ¥ & AL HLT |, 19 173 F it

JGEIR LR A TR D AE A5 4635l 7E 0.005~0.827, A 4
D{H RIS, 19 B At Ap BB Il 43 328,565 1
Fedt oA, DAY AELIE I 0.467~0.827; 55 2
FIL AN SRl , DB AR fLYE FIE 0.235~0.404 5 55 3 2%
L 54~ R, D E AR Ak Bl 7E 0.005~0.193

IS

RS 15.0% PEG-6000 K EA B 19N BEMAHREZENELEER

Table 5 Drought resistance identification results of 19 tomato germplasm resources treated with 15% PEG-6000 concentration

RIS . " el
- D A THDIH - WA B

Drought resistance Drought .

. . D value range Number Average D value . Variety name
classification resistance type
EAES 0.467~0.827 6 0.591 G R LT 1076 T A PR 245
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EIVES 0.235~0.404 8 0.309 Ly PG AT 0T AR R 1S
Class 2 BTvb 5e s LU SR AT T . BMAE
ETRES 0.005~0.193 5 0.117 5] NIRRT IR A EARN R U N A g
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Fig.3 Growth comparison of 6 tomato varieties treated with 17.5% PEG-6000
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Fig. 4 Changes in D values of 6 tomato varieties under 17.5% PEG-6000 concentration treatment
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Table 6 Drought resistance identification of 14 tomato germplasm resources treated with 10.0% PEG-6000 concentration
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. . D value range Number Average D value  Drought resistance type Variety name
classification
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Fig. 5 Growth comparison of 8 tomato varieties treated with 7.5% PEG-6000
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Fig. 6 Changes in D values of 8 tomato varieties under
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